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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT 

Purpose: The factors related with resilience, which is 
an important element of positive psychology, are still 
being discussed. The main purpose of this study is to 
examine the relationship between the resilience 
levels of individuals in emerging adulthood and the 
big five personality traits. Research Methods: Using 
a quantitative approach, the present study has been 
conducted based on a correlational descriptive 
model. The study group consists of 392 
undergraduate students. The participants were 
selected through a purposeful sampling method. The 
participants were asked to fill out personal 
information forms and the Resilience Scale for Adults 
and take an Adjective-Based Personality Test. The 
correlation, t-test and multiple linear regression 
analyses were conducted to establish the 
relationships between the variables. Findings: As a 
result of the analyses, relationships were established 
between the sub-dimensions of resilience and the 
sub-dimensions of big five personality traits at 
various levels that appeared to support the body of 
literature. 

On the other hand, it was found that all the sub-dimensions of the big five personality traits 
presented statistically significant differences based on being resilient or non-resilient. Lastly, 
it was established that three sub-dimensions of the big five personality traits — namely 
conscientiousness, neuroticism and extroversion — together accounted for 34% of the total 
resilience scores of the participants. Implications for Research and Practice: It can be argued 
that the findings thus achieved present indicators as to the use of big five personality traits in 
accounting for psychological resilience. For future studies, it is recommended that 
longitudinal studies in particular, be included for the purview of the research and that 
intercultural comparative studies be carried out. 
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Introduction 

When faced with various life challenges such as the death of a relative, chronic 
illnesses, harassment, assault, unemployment, etc., some individuals manage to cope 
with such conditions while others fail to do so. While one person has the strength to 
maintain their hopes and cling onto life in the face of an extremely painful situation, 
another person may not possess the same resolve and character when faced with even 
comparatively less painful situations, and they may quickly give up on life. The 
concept that is used to describe such difference in character between individuals is 
called resilience. 

It can be said that resilience is one of the important subjects of positive psychology. 
Traditional psychology often emphasizes various negative conditions that give rise to 
the emergence of negative personality traits in people. However, such perspective is 
now being criticized by the discipline of positive psychology. Driven by a 
fundamentally humanistic point of view, positive psychology suggests that 
individuals may be able to preserve their mental health and cure their adjustment 
disorders through a number of innate and/or acquirable personality traits (Seligman 
& Csikszentmihalyi, 2000). As such, positive psychology dwells on the positive rather 
than the negative. Resilience, doubtless, represents a positive individual power. 

The literature shows that the studies conducted on the concept of resilience go as 
far back as fifty years. It can be argued that the subject matter mostly falls into the 
purview of developmental psychologists and mental health professionals. More often 
than not, researchers focus on children at risk in terms of mental health and study their 
ability to stay alive, adjust to their conditions and develop positive personality traits 
despite the devastating experiences they went through (Goldstein & Brooks, 2005). 

The studies on resilience go as far back as the mid-50s when 698 babies of various 
racial backgrounds and mental risks born on the Hawaiian island of Kauai in 1955 
were singled out to be monitored well into their mid-adulthood. Conducted by Werner 
and Smith, the study found that one third of the children managed to become 
competent adults despite the various setbacks they had to suffer (Werner, 2005; 
Werner & Smith, 1992). The first wave of studies that followed thereafter focused 
largely on individual capacity. In those studies, risk factors and protective factors were 
associated with the individuals' ability to cope with challenging conditions. The 
second wave of studies, on the other hand, dwelt mostly on contextual conditions, 
addressing the issue in terms of resilience and developmental and ecological systems 
(Exenberg & Juen, 2014; Ungar, 2012; Wright & Masten, 2005). This particular 
perspective supports the idea that resilience cannot be attributed to a single factor; it 
is, rather, a product of the mutual interaction between the individual and his/her 
environment. 

In a similar vein, the studies conducted on resilience tend to approach the subject 
matter in terms of personal or familial characteristics or in terms of processing, 
functioning or outward behaviors. That being said, three factors stand out in these 
studies in general (Haase, 2004). The first of these factors is personal characteristics. 
They include general health, genetic predisposition, temperament, coping skills. 
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personality traits, communication skills, cognitive functions and so on. The second 
factor is familial characteristics, which include the household environment, parental 
approaches and close ties to certain family members. The third factor is the system of 
external support, which include friends, teachers, neighbours or others who lend a 
helping hand in overcoming the hardships one faces as well as various other social 
resources such as preschool programs, healthcare services and social services 
(Mandleco & Perry, 2000; Olsson, Bond, Burns, Vella-Brodrickc, & Sawyer, 2003; 
Werner & Johnson, 1999; Wright & Masten, 2005; Zautra, Hall, & Murray, 2010). A 
model containing these three factors was developed by Friborg, Barlaug, Martinussen, 
Rosenvinge and Hjemdal (2005) with a view of accounting for resilience. The model in 
question includes six dimensions: perception of self, perception of future, structured 
style, social competence, family cohesion and social resources. Perception of self 
involves one's view of his/her own identity. Perception of future concerns one's 
positive outlook towards the future. Structured style involves such strong individual 
qualities as self-confidence and self-discipline. Social competence represents adequate 
support received from one's immediate environment. Family cohesion is a factor 
associated with the harmonious relationships and family support maintained between 
an individual and his/her family. Social resources represent the quality of one's social 
relationships. 

Resilience is an interesting concept in that it addresses the question, why do some 
people become all the stronger due to the hardships they had to deal with while others 
are simply fall apart as a result of the same experiences (Neenan, 2009). At the same 
time, it is a tough concept because it is still yet to be conclusively defined (Kaplan, 
2005; Neenan, 2009). One of the reasons for the latter is that the definitions developed 
thus far are mostly based on the findings of studies rather than on a theoretical 
framework (Ahern, Kiehl, Sole, & Byers, 2006). That being said, resilience can, 
nevertheless, be used to define a set of characteristics that would lead to shaping 
positive outcomes even when the development or cohesion of individuals is seriously 
threatened. Resilient individuals are capable of attaining physical, psychological and 
social balance in a shortly after stressful experiences (Masten, 2001; Rutter, 1987) and 
of moving forward even when they are faced with challenges (Bonanno, 2004; 
Goldstein & Brooks, 2005). For this reason, the following three types of persons are 
considered with respect to the concept of resilience: those who possess the desired 
qualities despite being under risk, those capable of maintaining positive cohesion 
despite stressful living conditions, and those who manage to preserve their mental 
well-being in the aftermath of the trauma they experienced (Masten, Best, & Garmezy, 
1990). Such qualities that enable resilient individuals to cope with negative conditions 
may have to do with their contextual conditions or their own personal qualities. As a 
personal quality, personality traits are also one of the most significant determinants of 
resilience (Miller & Harrington, 2011). 

Personality has always been one of the most interesting topics of psychology 
throughout the history of the discipline. The concept is currently used to describe the 
socially acceptable behaviour patterns and inner personality processes resulting from 
the individuals themselves (Burger, 2006). There are doubtless many theoretical 
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definitions on the subject of personality. Although not quite accepted as a typical 
theory but nevertheless considered among the distinctive trait approaches, the Big Five 
Model (Five Factor Model) has frequently been used in recent studies conducted on 
personality (Peterson & Seligman, 2004). The present study also addresses the 
personality trait variable, which is believed to be related to resilience, in line with the 
big five perspective. 

The origins of the big five model can be traced back to the ancient Greek 
philosopher Theophrastus who tried to distinguish the most fundamental dispositions 
and classify the types of personality. In the Big Five Model, personality is evaluated in 
accordance with the lexical tradition (McCrae & Costa, 1997; Saucier & Goldberg, 
2001). Established by Francis Galton, among others, this tradition argues that 
significant individual differences can be codified according to the terms of a given 
language (Goldberg, 1990). Despite some criticism (Block, 1995), various researchers 
trying to identify basic personality traits based on this perspective have found 
evidence of the existence of these five dimensions of personality by using various 
different data sets (McCrae & Costa, 1997). Due to the frequent mention of such 
dimensions in the relevant studies, they were named the "Big Five". 

Despite the fact that researchers have used various different concepts to designate 
the five factors that stand out with respect to personality traits, the most frequently 
used ones are neuroticism, extroversion, openness to experience, agreeableness and 
conscientiousness (Burger, 2006). Neuroticism includes such traits as anxiety, 
insecurity, self-doubt, short temper and instability. Extroversion includes such traits 
as sociability, talkativeness, congeniality, liveliness, gregariousness and self- 
confidence. Openness to experience is characterized by creativeness, imaginativeness, 
curiosity, having a broad area of interest, willingness to take up challenges and being 
intellectual. Agreeableness is characterized by helpfulness, courteousness, being 
successful in interpersonal relationships and openness to cooperation. 
Conscientiousness is described by qualities such as dutifulness, scrupulousness, 
orderliness, resourcefulness, single-mindedness, accountableness, industriousness 
and willingness to achieve goals (Goldberg, 1990; McCrae & Costa, 1987). 

When the literature on resilience is reviewed, it is observed that the studies 
conducted on the subject matter addressed the issue according to various variables, 
including sense of well-being, cohesion, despair, perfectionism, self-respect, 
satisfaction with life, focus on control, coping and social support (Gurgan, 2014; Kaba 
& Keklik, 2016; Karairmak, & Sivis-Cetinkaya, 2011; Karatas & Savi Cakar, 2011; 
Malkoc & Yalcm, 2015; Surucu & Bacanli, 2010; Terzi, 2008; Tumlu & Recepoglu, 2013). 
However, despite the frequent use of the big five model in personality studies, the 
actual number of studies conducted based on this model is few and far between 
(Campbell-Sills, Cohan, & Stein, 2006; Nakaya, Oshio & Kaneko, 2006). 

The present study assumes that resilience is a product of the interaction between 
personality traits and environmental conditions and is of the opinion that personality 
traits are important in terms of identifying resilience levels. This study seeks to find 
answers to the following four questions: 
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1. Does the level of resilience differ based on sex? 

2. Is there a relationship between resilience and the big five personality traits? 

3. Do the big five personality traits differ based on the level of resilience? 

4. Do the big five personality traits predict resilience? 

Granted, there are always problems and risk factors for developmental and mental 
health that cannot be easily eliminated. However, it seems important to promote 
individuals' ability to confront, cope with and overcome hardships and thereby 
achieve positive outcomes and attain good developmental characteristics. In this 
respect, it is believed that the present study may contribute to the literature with 
respect to the role of personal traits in resilience through the aforementioned study 
questions and present findings as to whether the individuals' personality traits 
provide hints for predicting their resilience levels. 


Method 

Research Design 

Using a quantitative approach, the present study has been conducted based on a 
correlational descriptive study. The correlational model aims to present the 
relationships existing between two or multiple variables without interference. More 
detailed information can be obtained regarding the relationships between the variables 
by using various different techniques should the need arise (Cresswell, 2009). 

Research Sample 

The study group consists of the students enrolled in a full-time undergraduate 
program at Cumhuriyet University during the 2013-2014 academic year. The 
participants were selected via a purposeful sampling method. In a purposeful 
sampling method, the researcher attempts to collect samples from the individuals 
whom he/she believes to possess the required demographic characteristics of the 
study population (Johnson & Christensen, 2014). In this study, data was collected from 
410 individuals. Twelve of whom had to be excluded from the study as they failed to 
fill out the scales properly, and the data obtained from 6 individuals had to be 
excluded from the analysis as they represented extreme values (such as <1% and > 
99%). As a result, the analyses were performed on the data obtained from 392 
individuals. The demographic details pertaining to the participants are presented in 
Table 1. 
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Table 1 

Demographic Details of the Participants 

Variables 

F 

% M SD 

Age 


21.43 1.56 

Sex 



Female 

238 

60.7 

Male 

154 

39.3 

Faculty 



Vocational School of Higher Ed. 

116 

29.6 

Faculty of Science 

77 

19.6 

Faculty of Education 

71 

18.1 

Faculty of Economics and Adm. Sciences 

59 

15.1 

Faculty of Letters 

44 

11.2 

Faculty of Engineering 

25 

6.4 

Total 

392 

100 


Research Instruments and Procedures 

In order to collect data, a personal information form containing questions 
regarding age, gender and department, a "Psychological Resilience Scale for Adults" 
(Friborg et al., 2005) and an "Adjective-Based Personality Test" were used. The 
Psychological Resilience Scale for Adults was regarded as one of the three best 
psychometric assessment instruments by Windle, Bennet and Noyes (2011) in their 
study evaluating 19 existing psychological resilience scales. The scale in question was 
adapted to a Turkish context by Basim and Cetin (2010). The adaptation study was 
conducted with the participation of 350 university students and 262 employees. As a 
result of the confirmatory factor analysis, a six factor model —containing the 
dimensions of "Perception of Self", "Perception of Future", "Structured Style", "Social 
Competence", "Family Cohesion" and "Social Resources"—was verified ( x 2 = 1104, 
df=480, x 2 /df=2,3; RMSA=.055; TLI=.90; CFI=.91). It was found that the test-retest 
reliability coefficients of the scale's sub-dimensions ranged from .68 to .81 while the 
internal consistency coefficients ranged from .66 to .81. The Social Comparison Scale 
and Control Focus Scale were used to test the compliance validity of the scale. The 
reliability coefficients were recalculated based on data obtained from the 
aforementioned test, and the internal consistency coefficients of the scale's sub 
dimensions were found to have ranged between .52 and .73, while the Cronbach's 
Alpha coefficient for the entire scale was established as .84. The scale, consisting of a 
total of 33 items, is a 5-point likert type scale, in which 16 items are reverse scored. The 
total score obtained from the scale represents the individuals' psychological resilience 
levels. 

The Adjective-Based Personality Test was developed by Bacanli, Ilhan and Aslan 
(2009), based on a five-factor model, as a result of the study conducted with the 
participation of 285 university students. As a result of the Exploratory Factor Analysis, 
it was established that the five factors accounted for 52.63% of the variance pertaining 
to the ABPT. The five factors in question include following: extroversion, neuroticism, 
conscientiousness, agreeableness and openness to experience. It was found that the 
test-retest reliability coefficients of the scale's sub-dimensions ranged from .68 to .86, 
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while the internal consistency coefficients ranged from .73 to .89. The following scales 
and assessment tools were used to test the compliance validity of the scale: Sociotropy 
Scale, Reaction to Conflicts Scale, Negative-Positive Emotion Scale and Continuous 
Anxiety Inventory. The reliability coefficients were recalculated based on data 
obtained from the aforementioned test, as a result of which the Cronbach's Alpha 
coefficients of the scale's sub dimensions were found to have ranged between .68 and 
.85, while the Cronbach's Alpha coefficient for the entire scale was established to be 
.85. The scale, consisting of opposite adjective pairs, contains 40 items. As such, the 
scale items are bipolar and the responses are scored on a likert type scale of 1 to 7. 

The scales were distributed among the participants, who were briefed as to the 
purpose of the study. The implementation period varied between 20 and 25 minutes 
at each session. After the implementation, the scales filled out by the participants were 
collected by the researcher. 

Data Analysis 

The SPSS 17.00 software pack was used in the analysis of the research data. 
Descriptive statistics were initially developed based on the available data. As a result 
of the analysis, it was established that the missing data was distributed randomly, 
which was then completed by using a series average. The results of the descriptive 
statistics showed that the arithmetic mean, median, and minimum and maximum 
values of the scores obtained by the participants on the resilience scale were 131.70 
(SD=.85), 133, 89 and 163, respectively. The values of kurtosis and skewness were 
found to be -.52 and -.46, respectively. Lastly, the Histogram and Q-Q Plot were drawn, 
and it was observed that the distribution of scores was close to normal. In this respect, 
it can be argued that the findings thus obtained met the assumption of normality. 
Figure 1 shows the Histogram, whereas the Figure 2 presents the Normal Q-Q Plot. 




Figure 1. Histogram Figure 2. Normal Q-Q Plot 

Since the analysis results adequately met the criteria specified by Can (2014), the 
data was considered to have been distributed normally. In order to classify people as 
resilient or non-resilient, their total resilience median values were taken as a point of 
reference (Can, 2014). To compare resilience levels in terms of sex and personality traits 
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in terms of being resilient or non-resilient, an unrelated sample t-test was performed. 
A correlation analysis was conducted among the sub-dimensions of both scales as well 
as between the total resilience score and the sub-dimensions of personality traits for 
the purpose of testing the relationship between resilience and personality traits. As for 
testing whether personality traits predict the level of resilience, a multiple linear 
regression analysis was conducted according to an enter method. 

Results 

The first question of the study concerns whether the participants' resilience levels 
differed significantly based on sex. Table 2 presents the analysis results below. 

**p<.01 

Table 2 

The t-Test Results for the Scores Obtained From the Sub-Dimensions of Resilience Based on 

Sex 


Female (N=238) Male (N=154) 


Variables 

M 

SD 

SE 

M 

SD 

SE 

df 

t 

P 

Percept, of 
Self 

22.99 

4.99 

.32 

24.83 

3.78 

.30 

390 

-3.92** 

.00 

Percept, of 
Future 

16.07 

3.62 

.23 

15.82 

2.98 

.24 

390 

.73 

.46 

Structured 

Style 

14.43 

3.87 

.25 

14.82 

3.60 

.29 

390 

-1.01 

.31 

Social 

Compet. 

23.57 

4.70 

.30 

23.87 

4.29 

.34 

390 

-.64 

.52 

Family 

Cohesion 

24.65 

5.09 

.33 

24.34 

4.34 

.35 

390 

.63 

.53 

Social 

Resource 

29.20 

4.05 

.26 

29.24 

4.09 

.33 

390 

-.09 

.93 

Resilience 

130.91 

17.83 

1.16 

132.92 

15.22 

1.23 

390 

-1.15 

.25 


Total 

According to the analysis results, the scores of one particular sub-dimension of the 
scale, namely 'perception of self', present a statistically significant difference in terms 
of sex (t(390)=-3.92, p <.01). The average scores obtained by the male participants in the 
perception of self sub dimension (M=24.83, SD=3.78) are significantly higher than 
those of the female participants (M=22.99, SD=4.99). That being said, no statistically 
significant difference was observed in terms of sex in the scores obtained from the sub¬ 
dimensions of perception of future, structured style, social competence, family 
cohesion or social resources. A comparison of the total resilience scores (TRS) in terms 
of sex, too, failed to present any statistically significant difference. 

The second question of the study concerns whether there is a statistically 
significant relationship between the participants' resilience levels and their personality 
traits. Table 3 presents the analysis results below. 
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Table 3 

The Correlation between the Scores of Resilience and Personality Traits 


Variables 

Neuro¬ 

ticism 

Extrover¬ 

sion 

Openness to 
Experience 

Agreeable¬ 

ness 

Conscien¬ 

tiousness 

Perception 
of Self 

-.30** 

29 ** 

.32** 

.09 

.36** 

Perception 
of Future 

-.26** 

24 ** 

. 20 ** 

. 20 ** 

.35** 

Structured 

Style 

-.13* 

.13* 

.16** 

. 20 ** 

.48** 

Social 

Competence 

-.28** 

.48** 

.37** 

.25** 

. 12 * 

Family 

Cohesion 

-.24** 

.13* 

.13* 

.18** 

.23** 

Social 

Resources 

-.18** 

.25** 

. 21 ** 

. 21 ** 

.28** 

TRS 

-.35** 

.41** 

.35** 

.28** 

44 ** 


*p <.05, **p <.01 


Table 3, presenting the correlation between the participants' scores of resilience 
and of personality traits, reveals relationships between the sub-dimensions of 
resilience and the sub-dimensions of personality traits at various different levels. 
According to the findings, there are statistically significant relationships among all 
personality traits save for the sub-dimensions of perception of self and agreeableness 
(ranging from r=-.30 to r=.39). Statistically significant relationships were established 
between the sub-dimension of perception of future and all the sub-dimensions of 
personality traits (ranging from r=-.26 to r=.35). Similarly, statistically significant 
relationships were established between the sub-dimension of structured style and all 
the sub-dimensions of personality traits (ranging from r=-.13 to r=.48). Statistically 
significant relationships were found between the sub-dimension of social competence 
and all the sub-dimensions of personality traits (ranging from r=-.28 to r=.48). 
Statistically significant relationships were identified between the sub-dimension of 
family cohesion and all the sub-dimensions of personality traits (ranging from r=-.24 
to r=.23). Lastly, statistically significant relationships were established between the 
sub-dimension of social resources and all the sub-dimensions of personality traits 
(ranging from r=-.18 to r=0.28). Moreover, the following types of relationships were 
established between the TRS and the following five personality traits: a moderately 
negative and significant relationship between the TRS and neuroticism (r=-.35); a 
moderately positive and significant relationship between the TRS and extroversion 
(r=.41); a moderately positive and significant relationship between the TRS and 
openness to experience (r=.35); a low positive and significant relationship between the 
TRS and agreeableness (r=.28); and a moderately positive and significant relationship 
between the TRS and consciousness (r=.44). According to these findings, the scores of 
extroversion, openness to experience, agreeableness and conscientiousness increase 
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proportionally with an increase in the resilience scores, while the scores of neuroticism 
decrease by the same ratio. 

The third question of the study concerns whether the big five personality traits 
differ depending on individuals' being resilient or not. Those who were below the 
median value (median= 133.00) were classified as non-resilient individuals, while 
those at and above the median value were classified as resilient individuals. According 
to this classification, the average scores of non-resilient individuals were found as 
M=117.36 (SD=11.60), and the average scores of resilient individuals as M=144.92 
(SD=7.61). Table 4 presents the analysis results below. 

Table 4 

The t-Test Results for the Big Five Personality Traits in terms of Resilience 
Non-resilient Resilient 


(N=188) (N=204) 


Variables 

M 

SD 

SE 

M SD 

SE 

df 

t 

P 

Neuroticism 

26.20 

7.56 

.55 

21.65 7.06 

.49 

390 

6.17** 

.00 

Extroversion 

44.41 

9.84 

.72 

51.02 7.69 

.54 

390 

-7.45** 

.00 

Openness to 

39.56 

7.50 

.55 

44.24 5.86 

.41 

390 

-6.91** 

.00 

Experience 

Agreeableness 

46.53 

8.78 

.64 

50.63 8.51 

.60 

390 

-4.70** 

.00 

Conscientious. 

35.90 

7.39 

.54 

41.37 5.80 

.41 

390 

-8.19** 

.00 

**p <.01 

According 

to the 

results 

of the analysis, all 

the sub-dimensions < 

of big five 


personality traits present statistically significant differences based on being resilient or 
non-resilient. The average scores of non-resilient individuals in the sub-dimensions of 
extroversion (t(390) = -7.45, p<.01), openness to experience (t(390)=-6.91, p<.01), 
agreeableness (t(390)=-4.70, p<-01) and conscientiousness (t(390)=-8.19, p<-01) are lower 
than those of resilient individuals. Only the average scores of non-resilient individuals 
in the sub-dimension of neuroticism are higher than the average scores of resilient 
individuals (t( 390 )= 6.17, p<.01). 

The fourth question of the study concerns whether the participants' personality 
traits predict their resilience levels. In this respect, a multiple linear regression analysis 
was performed by entering the five dimensions of personality traits into the analysis 
as predictor variables. The initial analysis found that the dimensions of agreeableness 
(B=.03, SEb=. 09, p=.02, t=.35, p>.05) and openness to experience (B=.10, SEb=. 14, p=.04, 
t=.74, p>.05) were not statistically significant predictors of resilience level. Having 
removed the dimensions of agreeableness and openness to experience from the 
analysis, the results of the subsequently conducted analysis are presented in Table 5 
below. 
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Table 5 


The Results of the Regression Analysis on Prediction of Resilience Levels through 
Personality Traits 


Model 

B 

SEb 

P 

t 

P 

Zero-ord. 

r 

Partial 

r 

Constant 

98.91 

5.05 


19.58 

.00 



Conscientiousness 

.70 

.11 

.30 

6.35 

.00 

.44 

.31 

Neuroticism 

-.67 

.09 

-.30 

-7.31 

.00 

-.35 

-.35 

Extroversion 

.45 

.08 

.25 

5.36 

.00 

.41 

.26 

R= .58, 

CO 

II 

(N 

P4 







F(3-388)= 66.73 

p= .00 








The results reveal a statistically significant relationship between the variables of 
conscientiousness, neuroticism and extroversion and the participants' resilience scores 
(R=.58, R 2 = .34, p<.01). These three personality traits together account for 34% of the 
total variance in resilience (F( 3 . 388 )=66.73, p<.01). According to the standardized 
regression coefficient (P), the order of relative importance of predictor variables on 
resilience is as follows: neuroticism (P= -.30, p<.01), conscientiousness (P= .30, p<-01) 
and extroversion (P=.25, p<.01). 


Discussion and Conclusion 

This study was conducted based on the premise that resilience is the product of the 
interaction between personal traits and environmental conditions. This study 
examined whether the resilience scores differed based on sex, if there was a 
relationship between the sub dimensions of resilience and the sub dimensions of the 
big five personality traits, whether the sub dimensions of personality traits differed 
depending on individuals being resilient or not resilient and whether the big five 
personality traits were instrumental in predicting resilience levels. 

After having developed descriptive statistics based on the available data, an 
unrelated sample t-test analysis was performed to compare the resilience scores in 
terms of sex. As a result of the analysis, it was found that the average scores of 
resilience sub-dimensions did not differ significantly based on sex except for the 
dimension of perception of self. In a similar vein, the TRS failed to present a significant 
different based on sex. The finding that resilience scores did not differ in any sub¬ 
dimension with the exception of perception of self is consistent with the findings of 
previous studies (Chan, 2003; Crowley et al., 2003; Cetin et al., 2015; Harrisson et al., 
2002; Maddi et al., 2006). The fact that male participants' scores in the sub-dimension 
of perception of self were higher than that of female participants may have to do with 
the societal characteristics of the group participating in the study. Boys are still, to 
some extent, favored over girls in undereducated Anatolian families, especially in 
rural areas, and this attitude is evidently influential in raising children in said regions 
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(Kagitcibasi, 1990). Thus the aforementioned fact may have played a role in driving 
male participants to present a more positive self-perception as compared to the female 
participants. 

The present study also examined the relationship between the sub-dimensions of 
resilience and the sub-dimensions of personality traits by using the correlation 
technique. As a result of the analysis, a relationship was established in both groups of 
variables at various levels. This finding, in general, supports the notion that resilience 
is related to personality traits. The fact that the neuroticism dimension of personality 
traits is in a negatively significant relationship with all the sub-dimensions of resilience 
is consistent with the findings of previous studies (Campbell-Sills, et all., 2006; Cetin 
et al., 2015; Friborg et al., 2005; Shi, Liu, Wang, &Wang, 2015). Resilience is about being 
capable of finding a balance and moving on in a short space of time following stressful 
life events. The sub-dimensions of neuroticism, on the other hand, include such 
qualities as negative emotions, anxiety, insecurity, weak coping skills and having 
difficulty maintaining control over one's impulses. While individuals with higher 
neuroticism levels are more easily affected by emotional stress and the cases of 
affective disorder, those with lower neuroticism levels are capable of coping with 
stress a lot easier and have the ability to preserve and maintain their emotional balance 
(Costa & McCrae, 1992). In this respect, it is not that surprising that there should be a 
negative relationship between the scores of neuroticism and resilience. 

On the other hand, a statistically significant and positive relationship was 
established between almost all the sub-dimensions of resilience and the remaining 
personality traits: extroversion, openness to experience, agreeableness and 
conscientiousness. Such findings are consistent with the findings of previous studies. 
(Campbell-Sills et al, 2006; Cetin et al., 2015; Friborg, et al., 2005; Shi et al, 2015). Since 
extroversion involves predisposition to positive emotions, maintaining close 
interpersonal relationships, high social interaction skills and activities, it is expected 
to be relevant to resilience. It can be argued that positive emotions play a significant 
role particularly in enabling individuals to deal with stressful experiences (Tugade & 
Fredrickson, 2004). Since the individuals who possess positive emotions have a wide 
variety of intellectual and practical tools at their disposal even under stressful 
situations, such experiences may even further strengthen their resilience (Fredrickson, 
2001). Having the ability to think more flexibly and possessing a wider range of 
options, it stands to reason that extroverted individuals will have more personal 
resources to employ when faced with challenges and hardships. Moreover, thanks to 
social skills and maintaining close personal relationships, extroverted persons will also 
have the advantage of reaching out for the social support they need when coping with 
hardships. Therefore, their tendency to build strong social support networks makes it 
easier for extroverted individuals to attain such important protective factors in times 
of stress (Rutter, 1985). Of the aforementioned personality traits, openness to 
experience is perhaps the most difficult dimension to identify, and the scholarly 
debates regarding this dimension are still ongoing (Somer, 1998). Those who are open 
to experience stand against rigid rules, do not tend to obey rules without questioning 
them; have a critical mind, are not conservative in orientation, and are willing to 
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experience new and different things; they tend to be intellectual, autonomous, 
independent and unique in their own right. In this respect, the ability on the part of 
the individuals who are open to experiences to take a critical stance in the face of 
challenging life events, to have the courage to try out different options, and to be 
willing to come up with their own solutions and be creative may explain why they are 
more resilient than other types of people. Agreeableness is yet another personality trait 
that is related to resilience. Agreeable individuals are compassionate, helpful, open to 
cooperation and courteous. Such qualities they possess may play a role in enabling 
them to experience less conflict in their interpersonal relationships, to be accepted 
more eagerly by their social environment and receive more emotional support 
therefrom. The individuals receiving more support are expected to be more resilient. 
The last personality trait that is related to resilience is conscientiousness. 
Conscientiousness is characterized by being plan-oriented, organized, patient, 
diligent, tenacious and resolute. Conscientious individuals are goal-driven and 
success-oriented people who zero in on their objectives and take action. 
Conscientiousness enables individuals to both take action and focus on certain points. 
While the desire for success and single-mindedness diligence represent the 
progressive side of conscientiousness, being guarded and scrupulous is related to 
being focused (Somer, 1998). Therefore, such individuals have a significant potential 
that will help them achieve success. It can be suggested that such individuals are 
equipped with significant qualities that are likely to help them overcome undesirable 
circumstances when faced with challenging life events. From this perspective, 
conscientiousness can be regarded as a quality that contributes to their level of 
resilience. 

The third step of this study involved the comparison of the scores obtained from 
the sub-dimensions of personality traits based on the classification of resilient/non- 
resilient by using the unrelated samples' t-test. As a result of the analysis, it was 
established that all the sub-dimensions of personality traits significantly differed in 
terms of being resilient or non-resilient. While the average scores of those who were 
classified as resilient individuals in terms of four personality traits (extroversion, 
openness to experience, conscientiousness and agreeableness) were significantly high, 
the average scores of those who were classified as non-resilient individuals in terms of 
only one personality trait (neuroticism) was significantly high as well. In their study 
where they compared resilient and non-resilient individuals, Riolli, Savicki and 
Cepani (2002) found statistically significant differences in the dimensions of 
neuroticism, openness to experience, conscientiousness and extroversion. In a similar 
vein, addressing the subject matter of resilience at three different levels (low, medium 
and high), Davey, Eaker and Walters (2003) found statistically significant differences 
in all dimensions of big five personality traits, which appear to be in parallel with the 
findings of this study. This particular finding of the study appears to be in support of 
the theoretical explanations. While resilient individuals are more extroverted, open to 
experience, conscientious and agreeable, the non-resilient individuals may be more 
neurotic in comparison. 



Hulya ERCAN/ Eurasian Journal of Educational Research 70 (2017) 83-103 


96 


Finally, a multiple linear regression analysis was conducted to test whether the big 
five personality traits predict resilience. The initial analysis result suggested that the 
dimensions of agreeableness and openness to experience were not significant 
predictors of resilience. The second analysis conducted thereafter found that the 
dimensions of conscientiousness, neuroticism and extroversion accounted for 34% of 
the total variance of resilience. The order of the relative importance of variables is as 
follows: neuroticism, conscientiousness and extroversion. This finding appears to be 
consistent with the findings of Nakaya et al. (2006), who conducted a study on 
adolescents, and the findings of the study conducted by Campbell-Sills et al. on young 
adults. Again, in the study where Cetin et al. (2015) examined the role of big five 
personality traits in account for resilience, they calculated the canonical loadings of 
variables and found that the dimensions of extroversion, neuroticism and self- 
discipline played a role in accounting for resilience. Renowned for their studies on the 
topic of resilience, Werner and Smith (2001) suggest that resilient individuals possess 
high social skills. Extroverted individuals are those who enjoy being in social 
environments, leave a positive impression on others and have the ability to smoothly 
engage in social interaction. In this respect one can predict that people having such 
social skills will be likely to have higher levels of resilience. Extroverted people are 
equipped with social skills and resources that will help them get the support they need 
whenever they are forced to cope with hardships. By this line of reasoning, it can be 
argued that extroversion may have a role in shaping resilience. The second personality 
trait that is regarded as an important predictor of resilience is neuroticism. Neurotic 
individuals tend to have a more negative self-perception of themselves, a lower self- 
respect, poor skills of organizing their emotions; they may find it harder to come to 
grips with the experiences that others take for granted and thus they may despair more 
easily. In this respect, the prevalence of qualities associated with neuroticism would 
appear to have a negative correlation with resilience. The third personality trait that 
predicts resilience is conscientiousness. Conscientious individuals are plan-oriented, 
patient and diligent (Werner & Smith, 1992). Owing to such characteristics, they may 
persist in their resolve and maintain their success even in the face of setbacks and 
inhibitions. Therefore, more conscientious individuals are expected to be more 
resilient. 

In conclusion, it can be argued that the findings of this study present indicators 
suggesting that the big five personality traits can be employed functionally to account 
for resilience. Due to the fact that the findings of this study are consistent with those 
of the domestic and international literature, it can be suggested, as stated by Cretin et 
al. (2015), that the analysis offers evidence as to the generalizability of characteristics 
pertaining to resilience and personality. That being said, and as mentioned earlier, 
recent studies on resilience have mostly focused on contextual conditions. However, 
it can be argued that the notion put forward by the first wave of studies into 
resilience — that personality traits are a significant predictor of resilience — is still a 
valid one. The relatively stable personality traits that people possess are the significant 
determinants of their resilience levels. Moreover, the fact that personality traits only 
predict a certain percentage of resilience can be taken to mean that some other personal 
characteristics and contextual conditions other than personality traits may be at work 
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in determining resilience. This points to the suggestion made by Deater-Deckard, Ivy 
and Smith (2005) that resilience is not an innate characteristic, nor something that is 
acquired through experience; but rather, it is a product of the mutual interaction of the 
both elements. 

Lastly, it should be mentioned there are some limitations to this study. First of all, 
the study group does not represent the entire population. For this reason, caution 
should be exercised in making generalizations of any kind. Second, by the very nature 
of the cross-sectional study pattern, it is possible to make a number of statements 
merely on the basis of the relationship between the variables. Third, since the data of 
this study is based mostly on the personal statements provided by individuals, one 
should not lose sight of the fact that there can always be a certain degree of margin of 
error in them. 

A focus on longitudinal studies is encouraged for future research on the subject 
matter. Moreover, it is recommended that personality traits be addressed through 
various perspectives other than that of the big five; the subject matter be re-examined 
with different groups; and intercultural comparative studies, in particular, be carried 
out. Beyond a shadow of a doubt, an increase in volume and depth of studies on 
resilience will continue to provide significant data particularly in the field of 
developmental and mental health. 
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Beliren Yetiskinlik Doneminde Dayanikliligm Biiyiik Besli Kisilik 
Ozellikleri ile Iliskisi 


Atif: 

Ercan, H. (2017). The relationship between resilience and the big five personality traits 
in emerging adulthood. Eurasian Journal of Educational Research, 70,83-103, DOI: 
http://dx.doi.Org/10.14689/ejer.2017.70.5 

Ozet 

Problem Durumu: Dayamklilik, pozitif psikoloji alanmm onemli arastirma 
konularmdan biridir. Konuya ili§kin hentiz biitiinciil bir kuram ortaya konamasa da 
ge§itli modeller ileri stiriilmekte ve kavramm farkli tammlari yapilmaktadir. Bununla 
birlikte kavramm genel olarak bireylerin geli§im ve uyumlarmm ciddi sekilde tehdit 
altmda olduklari durumda bile olumlu giktilarm sekillenmesine yol agacak bir grup 
ozelligi tammlamak igin kullanildigi soylenebilir. 

Son zamanlarm ilgi geken konularmdan olan dayamklilik konusunda tig grupta yer 
alan bireyler goz oniinde bulundurulur: Risk altmda bulunup istendik ozellikler 
sergileyen bireyler, stresli ya§am olaylarma ragmen olumlu uyumu stirdiirenler ve 
yasadiklan travmalarm ardmdan ruh sagliklarmi koruyabilenler. Bu durumda 
dayamklilik bireylerin baglamsal kosullari ile ilgili olabilecegi gibi ki§isel nitelikleri ile 
de ili§kili olabilir. Kisilik ozellikleri de dayamkliligi belirleyen onemli ki§isel 
niteliklerden biridir. Kisilik konusunda farkli yakla§imlar bulunmakla birlikte bu 
gali§mada Biiyiik Be§li Modeli temele almmi§tir. Biiyiik Be§li Modelinde be§ temel 
faktor one gikar. Bunlar di§adoniikltik, nevrotiklik, deneyime agiklik, uyumluluk ve 
sorumluluktur. Bu ara§tirmada dayamkliligm ki§ilik ozellikleri ve gevre ko§ullarmm 
etkile§iminin bir iiriinii oldugu varsayimi kabul edilmekte ve gali§mamn temel 
problemini, gorece az sayida ara§tirmaya konu olan dayamklilik ile biiyiik be§li ki§ilik 
ozellikleri arasmdaki ili§kiler olu§turmaktadir. 

Ara§ ti rmamn Amaci: Ara§tirmanm temel amaci beliren yetiskinlik donemindeki 
bireylerin dayamklilik diizeyleri ile biiyiik be§li ki§ilik ozellikleri arasmdaki ili§kileri 
incelemektir. Bu amaca ula§mak igin dort sorunun yamti aranmistir. Bu sorular 
§unlardir: Dayamklilik diizeyi cinsiyete gore farklila§makta nudir? Dayamklilik ile 
biiyiik besli kisilik ozellikleri iliskili midir? Biiyiik besli kisilik ozellikleri dayamklilik 
dtizeyine gore farklilasmakta nudir? Biiyiik besli kisilik ozellikleri dayamkliligi 
yordamakta nudir? 

Ara$tirmamn Yontemi: Nicel yaklasimm kullanildigi bu galisma, korelasyonel tarama 
desenine dayali olarak gergeklestirilmistir. Arastirma orneklemi 2013-2014 ogretim 
yilmda iiniversite egitimlerine devam eden 392 ogrenciden olusmaktadir. Katilimcilar 
amagli ornekleme yoluyla belirlenmistir. Arastirmada katilimcilara kisisel bilgi formu, 
Yetiskinler Igin Dayamklilik Olgegi ve Sifatlara Dayali Kisilik Testi uygulanmistir. 
Katilimcilarm 238'si (%60.7) kiz, 154'ii (%39.3) erkektir, yas araliklari 18 ile 26 arasmda 
degismektedir ve yas ortalamalari 21,43'tiir (SS=1.57). Katilimcilarm 116'si (%29.6) 
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Meslek Ytiksek Okulu, 77'si (%19.6) Fen Faktiltesi, 7l'i (%18.1) Egitim Faktiltesi, 59'u 
(%15.1) iktisadi idari Bilimler Faktiltesi, 44'ti (%11.2) Edebiyat Faktiltesi ve 25'i (%6.4) 
Mtihendislik Faktiltesi ogrencisidir. Tanimlayici istatistiklerinin sonuglarma gore 
katilimcilarm dayaniklilik olgeginden aldiklari puanm aritmetik ortalamasi 131.70 
(SS=.85), medyam 133, minimum deger 89, maksimum deger ise 163 olarak 
bulunmu§tur. Analiz sonucunda verilerin basiklik degerinin -.52, garpiklik degerinin 
-.46 oldugu tespit edilmi§tir. Son olarak Histogram ve Normal Q-Q Grafigi gizilmi§ ve 
puanlarm dagilimlarmm normale yakm olduklari gortilmti§ttir. Bu dogrultuda, elde 
edilen bulgularm normallik varsayimini kar§iladiklan soylenebilir. Ara§tirmada 
degi§kenler arasmdaki ili§kileri tespit edebilmek igin korelasyon, t-testi ve goklu 
dogrusal regresyon analizleri yapilmi§tir. 

Ara$tirmanin Bulgulan: Ara§tirmanm ilk bulgusu, dayamklilik olgegi kendilik algisi alt 
boyutu puanlarmm, cinsiyete gore anlamli bir farklilik gosterdigi §eklindedir (t( 390 )=- 
3.92, p <.01). Erkeklerin kendilik algisi puan ortalamalan, kadmlarm kendilik algisi 
puan ortalamalarmdan anlamli dtizeyde ytiksektir. Bununla birlikte gelecek algisi, 
yapisal stil, sosyal yeterlilik, aile uyumu ve sosyal kaynaklar alt boyutu puanlarmm 
cinsiyete gore anlamli farklilik gostermemektedir. 

Ara§tirmanm ikinci bulgusu, dayamkliligm kendilik algisi alt boyutu ile uyumluluk 
alt boyutu di§inda kalan btittin ki§ilik ozellikleri arasmda anlamli ili§kiler oldugunu 
gostermektedir (r=-.30 ile r=.36). Gelecek algisi alt boyutu ile ki§ilik ozelliklerinin 
btittin alt boyutlari arasmda anlamli ili§kiler bulunmu§tur (r=-.26 ile r= .35 arasi). Yine 
yapisal stil alt boyutu ile ki§ilik ozellikleri alt boyutlarmm hepsi arasmda anlamli 
ili§kiler ortaya gikmi§tir (r=-.13 ile r=.48 arasi). Sosyal yeterlilik alt boyutu ile ki§ilik 
ozellikleri alt boyutlarmm tamanu anlamli ili§kiler gostermi§tir (r=-.28 ile r=.48 arasi). 
Aile uyumu ile yine btittin ki§ilik ozellikleri alt boyutlari arasmda anlamli ili§kililer 
tespit edilmi§tir (r=-.24 ile r=.23 arasi). Son olarak sosyal kaynaklar alt boyutu ile ki§ilik 
ozelliklerinin alt boyutlarmm hepsi arasmda anlamli ili§kiler ortaya gikmi§tir (r=-.18 
ile r=.28 arasi). Bunlarm yanmda dayamklilik olgeginden elde edilen toplam puan 
(DTP) ile nevrotiklik puanlari arasmda orta dtizeyde negatif ve anlamli (r=-.35), DTP- 
di§adontikltik arasmda orta dtizeyde pozitif ve anlamli (r=.41), DTP-deneyime agiklik 
arasmda orta dtizeyde pozitif ve anlamli (r=.35), DTP-uyumluluk arasmda dti§tik 
dtizeyde pozitif ve anlamli (r=.28) DTP-sorumluluk arasmda orta dtizeyde pozitif ve 
anlamli (r=,44), ili§kiler oldugu sonucuna ula§ilmi§tir. 

Ara§tirmamn tigtincti bulgusu, dayamksiz bireylerin ki§ilik ozelliklerinin 
di§adontikliik (t(390) = -7.45, p<.01), deneyime agiklik (t(390)=-6.91, p<.01), uyumluluk 
(t ( 390)=-4.70, pc.01) ve sorumluluk (t(390) = -8.19, p<-01) alt boyutlarmdaki puan 
ortalamalarmm, dayanikli bireylerin puan ortalamalarmdan daha dti§tik oldugunu 
gostermektedir. Sadece nevrotiklik alt boyutunda dayamksiz bireylerin puan 
ortalamalan dayamkli bireylerin puan ortalamalarmdan daha ytiksektir (t(390)=6.17, p 
<. 01 ). 

Arajjtirmamn dordtincti bulgusu, sorumluluk, nevrotiklik ve di§adontikltik 
degi§kenlerinin birlikte katilimcilarm dayamklilik puanlari ile anlamli ili§kiler 
gosterdigi §eklindedir (R=.58, R 2 =.34, p<.01). Og ki§ilik ozelligi birlikte dayamkliliktaki 




Hulya ERCAN/ Eurasian Journal of Educational Research 70 (2017) 83-103 


103 


toplam varyansm %34'iinii agiklamaktadir (F(3-388)=66.73, p< .01). Standardize edilmi§ 
regresyon katsayisina (P) gore yordayici degi§kenlerin dayaniklilik tizerindeki goreli 
onem sirasi nevrotiklik (P=-.30, p<.01), sorumluluk (P=.30 / p<.01) ve di§adonukliikttir 
(P=.25, p<.01). 

Aragtirmanm Sonug ve Onerileri: Sonug olarak elde edilen bulgularm, dayamkliligi 
agiklamada btiytik be§li ki§ilik ozelliklerinin i§levsel olarak kullanilabilecegine ili§kin 
gostergeler sundugu dile getirilebilir. Bulgularm ulusal ve uluslararasi alan yazinla 
tutarlilik gostermesi, dayaniklilik ve ki§ilikle ilgili ozelliklerin genellenebilirligine 
ili§kin kamtlar sundugu §eklinde yorumlanabilir. Son zamanlarda dayaniklilik 
konusundaki gali§malar agirlikli olarak baglamsal ko§ullara odaklanmakla birlikte 
bulgulara dayali olarak, ki§isel ozelliklerin de dayanikliligin onemli birer belirleyicisi 
oldugu yoniindeki agiklamalarm onemini korudugu soylenebilir. Ki§ilerin sahip 
olduklan gorece duragan ki§ilik ozellikleri, onlarin dayaniklilik diizeylerinin onemli 
belirleyicilerindendir. Aynca ki§ilik ozelliklerinin dayamkliligin sadece belirli bir 
yilzdesini yordadigi bulgusu, ki§ilik ozellikleri di§mda birtakim ki§isel ozelliklerin ve 
baglamsal ko§ullarinda dayamklilikla ili§kili olacagina i§aret ettigi §eklinde 
yorumlanabilir. Bu durumda dayaniklilik ne sadece dogu§tan getirilen bir ozelliktir, 
ne de deneyimle kazamlir; dayaniklilik her iki ogenin kar§ilikli etkile§iminin bir 
uriiniidur. 



